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OPENING REAGAN NATIONAL AIRPORT TO
GENERAL AVIATION

TUESDAY, MARCH 16, 2004

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE, SUBCOMMITTEE ON
AVIATION, WASHINGTON, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:00 p.m. in Hanger
7, General Aviation Terminal, Ronald Reagan Washington National
Airport, Arlington, Virginia, Hon. John Mica [chairman of the com-
mittee] presiding.

Mr. MICA. Good afternoon. I’d like to call this field hearing of the
House Aviation Subcommittee to order.

I’d like to welcome everyone to this hearing, which is going to
deal with the subject of opening Ronald Reagan National Airport
to general aviation. The order of business today will be, we’ll have
opening statements from members of Congress, members of the
Subcommittee. We also had a request from Mr. Moran of Virginia
to participate, and if there is no objection, what we’ll do is after
we’ve finished with all the members of our panel, when Mr. Moran
arrives, we will allow him to participate in the field hearing today.

Without objection, so ordered.
The order again of business will be opening statements from

members, and then we have two panels—I’m sorry, one panel of
witnesses today. And we will hear from those witnesses after we’ve
had opening statements.

So to begin today’s hearing, I will begin with my statement, and
then I will yield to other members. As I said, this afternoon’s hear-
ing is going to focus on the important question of reopening Ronald
Reagan National Airport to general aviation. As you can see, ladies
and gentlemen, from this empty hangar, other than those who
came to the hearing today, this hangar is vacant and general avia-
tion in fact is closed down at Ronald Reagan National Airport.

This field hearing here in a vacant hangar, which is still devoid
of workers, mechanics, pilots and planes dramatically demonstrates
that terrorists have won and jobs and civil aviation have lost. Prior
to 9/11, this was an active, vibrant facility. The ramp outside was
filled with parked aircraft, dozens of flights went in and out of this
facility on a regular basis. Unfortunately, that’s no longer the case.
Charter flights, business aviation, private aircraft, helicopters and
most medical flights are banned now.

This closing of Ronald Reagan Airport has cost the local economy
millions of dollars and unfortunately hundreds of hard working
people have been put out of work. There is no question that Ronald
Reagan Airport is a unique airport and requires special protection
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and attention. I believe we have with prudence and proactive meas-
ures restored commercial passenger at DCA. Airline flights are re-
quired to carry armed air marshals, they have secured cockpit
doors, and passengers must stay seated for 30 minutes after takeoff
and before landing. These procedures have been instituted to sat-
isfy the Department of Homeland Security’s concerns and have al-
lowed very large aircraft that could pose a potential threat to fly
into our Nation’s capital.

The Administration has had more than two years to devise a sys-
tem that would allow smaller, lower risk aircraft to also land here.
I understand that intelligence reports indicate that terrorists con-
tinue to be interested in general aviation. This is a concern, but it’s
not a valid reason for shutting out those with legitimate business.

We’ve been promised in past hearings, almost every hearing that
we’ve conducted where the subject has come up, we’ve been prom-
ised in discussions, we’ve been promised in meetings, both open
and closed door sessions, that the Administration would find a way
to open this airport to general aviation. And still, it has not hap-
pened.

In May 2002, the Department of Transportation testified that
DCA would be open in one month, one month from that time, to
general aviation. That never happened. In closed door sessions we
were promised future acceptable procedures and protocols for flying
into this airport, but nothing has happened.

I for one, and I know others are tired of promises, we’re tired of
being ignored, we’re tired of finger pointing. I think we’re also tired
of the fact that we haven’t been able to find an acceptable solution.
Now, in the recent reauthorization four year bill of our FAA Fed-
eral policy, in Section 823 of the Vision 100 Act, it in fact requires
the Department of Homeland Security to develop and implement a
security plan to permit general aviation to take off and land at
Reagan National Airport.

Congress is now and has demanded action on the part of the
White House, Department of Homeland Security, the Secret Service
and also TSA, which is charged with developing a proposal. The in-
dustry has come forward on many occasions and proposed many
very good security measures. Several sectors have already adopted
TSA approved security plans. They are willing to adopt even more
stringent measures if it means they have open access to our Na-
tion’s capital premier airport.

The industry has yet to receive any indication whether their pro-
posals are even being considered. TSA has given out hundreds of
waivers to special dignitaries to allow them free access to this air-
port. While they do not follow additional security measures, they
do not have to have secured cockpit doors, they aren’t required to
have screening nor do they carry air marshals.

I’m frustrated that VIPs, members of Congress, and I won’t name
them, and other elected officials continue to receive special treat-
ment under this process. I want TSA, Homeland Security and FAA
to top granting waivers. It’s patently unfair. If the private sector
is going to suffer, then so should everyone else, including members
of Congress. There is no good, sound reason that protective security
measures, adapted and approved and set by TSA, NSA and other
agencies cannot be put in place to reopen this airport to most of
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general aviation, period. I’m disappointed with the lack of response
and lack of action.

I think that we can outsmart terrorists. I think we can restore
jobs. I think we can restore economic activity. I think we can re-
open the doors of this hangar and other facilities here to general
aviation to serve both our Nation’s premier capital airport and also
in other places across our Nation.

So with that opening comment, I’m pleased to yield at this time
to the Ranking Member of our Subcommittee, Mr. DeFazio.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, I will have some brief opening remarks, but at

this point I’d like to yield to Ms. Norton to go first, since she has
been such an extraordinary advocate on this issue.

Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentleman for yield, I thank him for
his generosity in yielding to me in his place as Ranking Member.

And may I thank you, Mr. Chairman, not only for your initiative
in calling today’s hearing, but for thinking to call it here in this
empty hangar, which points out the reason for this hearing per-
haps as eloquently as some of our witnesses will. May I thank you
also for your vigilance and refusal to blanketly accept the notion
that a major part of Reagan National Airport must remain sum-
marily closed.

You have never made me feel at Aviation Subcommittee hearings
that I was raising a mere regional issue. But as Chair, you have
regarded this solitary, remaining closure as a national issue of
Committee concern. As a result of the long delay in reopening, our
Subcommittee initiated Section 823 of the Federal Aviation Admin-
istration Reauthorization Bill, which in mandatory language re-
quires the development and implementation of a security plan to
permit lands and takeoffs of general aviation at this airport.

In addition, in order to avoid another round of unexplained ex-
tended closures, Section 823 also requires the President to submit
to our Committee and to our counterpart in the Senate a report of
the reasons for any future suspension of general aviation within 30
days. Section 823 was signed by President Bush on December 12th,
2003.

When I asked about the delay in receiving the plan at a recent
hearing, our Subcommittee Chairman Mica indicated he intended
to hold a field hearing. Later, at a Homeland Security hearing, I
asked Homeland Security Secretary Tom Ridge about the progress
on drawing the security plan, but he wasn’t able to provide any in-
formation.

It is unusual for Congress to grow so concerned with unexplained
delays that it requires the reopening of a facility. It is more un-
usual for Congress to be ignored.

Mr. Chairman, all the law requires is that a security plan detail-
ing requirements that the industry and the airport must take, so
that the Congress, other affected elected officials, and security
agency personnel and officials can either satisfy themselves that
general aviation can be made secure enough for the special condi-
tions here, or conclude that general aviation must indeed remain
closed. Failure to even vett the idea of reopening the regulations
is inexcusable and unfair to all concerned.
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We know that such a plan is possible, because the Department
of Transportation prepared such a plan. However, in July of 2002,
the Department abruptly pulled it back from publication without
explanation. This reluctance conveyed an appearance of weakness
and confusion, not of strength and resolve against terrorism that
makes the Department, the industry and our country look far less
prepared than we are to protect ourselves, following almost three
years of experience and billions of dollars spent on safeguards since
9/11.

The reluctance to even draw regulations is particularly unjusti-
fied, because the industry has indicated that its only interest is in
resuming operation, and it is prepared to absorb whatever requires
are deemed necessary to open and operate. In the absence of secu-
rity regulations or requirements, the economic and financial losses
growing from the closures are impossible to justify, and are totally
at odds with the country’s demonstrated resolve to make sure we
do not give terrorists what they want, the shutdown of commerce,
especially here in this region.

However, more is at stake than the $50 million annually in di-
rect economic losses to the region or the millions in losses of jobs
and losses to the industry that cannot be recovered. Our Sub-
committee has authorized $100 million to the industry to partially
account for its losses. General aviation is a major industry in this
country and an indispensable service to any country’s capital. Gen-
eral aviation is of manifest importance to this region, which is one
of the economic engines of our country, serving significant parts of
the regional economy as well as critical services, such as emergency
medicine.

Securing general aviation is no greater challenge than securing
commercial aviation. Our success and experience with commercial
aviation should make the job to be done for general aviation at
Reagan National far easier. At the same time, there is no doubt
that securing air travel within minutes of the Nation’s capital and
its monuments poses unique challenges that must be met if general
aviation is to be resumed.

Yet, as Americans, we would all agree that this challenge is not
beyond us. No part of our country must stand as a lasting casualty
to 9/11, and certainly not any part of the Nation’s most visible air-
port and one of the must symbolic of our Nation’s strengths and
unity.

Thank you again, Mr. Chairman. Thank you, Mr. DeFazio, for
yielding to me.

Mr. MICA. Thank you. Former chair of the Subcommittee, Mr.
Duncan, gentleman from Tennessee.

Mr. DUNCAN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and thank you for call-
ing this hearing. You can see by the attendance here the great in-
terest there is in this subject and the importance of this issue. As
you said, Mr. Chairman, if we go overboard in regard to security,
we’re giving undeserved victories to the terrorists.

As many people here know, former Virginia Governor James Gil-
more was appointed to head up a Federal Commission to study the
threat of terrorism and what to do about it. In the letter accom-
panying his report, at the conclusion of their meetings, he said this:
‘‘There will never be a 100 percent guarantee of security for our
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people, the economy and our society. We must resist the urge to
seek total security. It is not achievable and drains our attention
from those things that can be accomplished.’’

The National Journal, one of our most respected publications,
and Charlie Reese, a nationally syndicated columnist who a couple
of years ago was voted the most popular columnist by thousands
of C-SPAN viewers both have pointed out in recent articles that
we’re thousands of times more likely to die from a car wreck or a
heart attack or cancer or something like that than we are by some
terrorist event. We must take terrorism seriously, and we are. But
we can take reasonable precautions and open this airport back up
to general aviation. We should remember that it was commercial
aircraft that were involved in the events of 9/11.

So I thank you for calling this hearing, and I’ll end my statement
at that point and look forward to hearing from the witnesses.

Mr. MICA. Mr. DeFazio.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for holding

this hearing.
We’ve simply got to make sense out of what we’re doing for secu-

rity here in the Nation’s capital. I feel, we’ve all puzzled over the
half an hour rule, any plane, commercial plane less than half an
hour out of National is already well beyond the perimeter of BWI
or Dulles or whatever. Yet we can’t find anyone anywhere in the
Administration who will take responsibility for that nonsensical
rule.

And I’m afraid we’re running into the same thing here. We have
members of the general aviation community, which unlike the com-
mercial carriers is actually doing better. It’s robust, we still make
a lot of planes in the United States, small planes that there could
be more market for. We’ve got to enhance and grow that industry.

The restrictions here, we’ve had people come forward with what
I think are plans that are comparable to what apparently, I wasn’t
aware of the members of Congress sneaking in and out, but there
are a lot of things going on in Congress that I don’t know, are al-
lowed for special exemptions. But they would seem to be, now that
I have read about that, comparable to those waivers. Why can’t we
accept those criteria and conditions for members of the GA commu-
nity to provide secure travel to the Nation’s capital?

And if those proposals are not adequate, then we need some indi-
vidual responsible in the Administration to tell us why not and
what further steps need to be taken. We would simply like to have
some dialogue over this issue. No one is advocating we should com-
promise the security of the people working at the Pentagon or
downtown in the Nation’s capital or the local citizenry. But we be-
lieve there are ways to do this and do it safely. We simply need
someone to respond to the testimony we’re going to hear today, the
proposals we’re going to hear today, which I believe have tremen-
dous merit, so that we can move forward.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MICA. Thank you. Mr. Hayes.
Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I would have here earlier,

but after landing in Manassas, it took me about an hour to drive
here.

[Laughter.]
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Mr. HAYES. I can assure you it wasn’t me that got one of those
mysterious waivers.

Chairman Mica, thank you for holding the hearing today, and
thanks to the witnesses for appearing. As a pilot with over 35 years
of experience, I believe that I can provide a unique perspective on
the issue of whether or not to reopen Reagan National Airport to
general aviation traffic. Many of the members of Congress have
been following this topic very closely for some time. During that
time, we have also been engaged in ongoing discussions with TSA,
the FAA, United States Secret Service, a very cordial relationship
and very cooperative with Admiral Loy and Admiral Stone, and I
appreciate that. We just haven’t got the blanks filled in yet.

I believe that the concerns of the general aviation community
and the concerns of the aforementioned security groups need not
make the final goal of each group mutually exclusive. Working to-
gether, I believe, I know that we can all develop and refine proce-
dures and regulations that would facilitate the reopening of Reagan
National Airport. Furthermore, through these same efforts, we can
also work to alleviate some of the current problems at other gen-
eral aviation facilities in the Metro Washington, D.C. area, such as
College Park.

I look forward to the testimony of all the witnesses, and I’m sure
that I will have some questions for the panel. Thank you all.

Mr. MICA. I thank the gentleman. I thank him also for not posing
a security risk and getting a waiver to fly into this airport.

I passed a unanimous consent, Jim, someone tried to call a vote
on it, but we did have unanimous consent to recognize you, even
thought you’re not a member of the panel. Welcome, and you’re rec-
ognized.

Mr. MORAN. Thanks very much, Chairman Mica. I join in the
consensus of appreciation for your holding this hearing. This need-
ed to be done, and it needed to be done here in this empty hangar.

General aviation officials, employees, etc., they all know that ev-
erything changed on 9/11. They don’t expect things to be fully back
to normal. But we have all done everything we could to get this
economy back on its feet. And I really think that virtually every
other type of business sector in our economy has had that hand ex-
tended to help them get back on their feet to enable our economy
to realize its potential.

With one except—general aviation here at National. I agree with
the Chairman and the Ranking Member, this just is not right for
a few privileged elected and appointed officials to be the only ones
using this airfield. That’s just rubbing salt into wounds, frankly.
Prior to September 11th, over 60,000 business aviation flights a
year went through National Airport. And it wasn’t the typical Piper
Cubs and Cessnas, although there’s nothing wrong with them.

But it was not just tourism. This was an important component
of our economy. It was businesses, Government officials, CEOs that
make decisions on where to locate, where to do business based
upon whether they can get into a metropolitan area and out in an
efficient manner. And this airfield enabled them to do that, right
outside of Washington, D.C., it was perfectly located. Prior to 9/11
Signature Flight Support was generating revenues of $24 million
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a year. They had hundreds of people whose jobs were related to
their presence here.

And in fact, the Government encouraged Signature to stay.
Under the terms of its lease, it was required to operate 24 hours
a day, 7 days a week, regardless of demand for its services. Eight
months the Department of Transportation worked with security
agencies, they had everything worked out, there was virtually noth-
ing that general aviation didn’t agree to go along with, to do, to im-
plement. And then on July 19th, 2002, as the Chairman stated, ev-
erything came to a halt. We got this dictum from the Secretary of
Transportation that they were not going to allow general aviation.

Well, that was wrong. This Signature Flight Support company
has lost more than $2 million annually in personnel costs, equip-
ment, maintenance, all for the few Government officials that con-
tinue to operate here at National.

The businesses, the operators of general aviation feel they know
they have to live under new security procedures and restrictions.
But that’s not a security procedure and restriction simply to say,
you can’t function. Everyone has to make some accommodation. We
have to make some judgment.

The fact is that people using general aviation are by and large
the last ones who would want to damage our economy. I mean, the
CEO, the top executives of major companies in our country are the
last ones who want to do any damage to our economy and certainly
they are going to screen anyone that would be in one of their air-
planes far more so than we will ever be able to screen people that
use traditional commercial jets in and out of National. It doesn’t
make sense.

We need to return general aviation to National. We need to get
our economy fully back on its feet and I very much appreciate
again, Mr. Chairman and Ranking Member and members of this
Subcommittee, the unanimity of opinion to do the right thing.

So thanks again for holding the hearing, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MICA. I thank you.
There being no additional opening statements, we have a total of

seven witnesses. I’m going to impose, of course we have a five
minute rule, most of you have testified before the Subcommittee be-
fore, you’re familiar with it. If you have an extra material like the
comments that you’d like to be made part of the record, just re-
quest so through the Chair and we’ll get those in.

I’m going to hold everybody to the five minute rule except our
first witness, which is Admiral David M. Stone, Acting Adminis-
trator of the Transportation Security Administration. Other than
Mr. Stone, we’ll be watching the clock carefully.

The additional six witnesses are, first, Mr. James E. Bennett,
President and Chief Executive Officer, Metropolitan Washington
Airports Authority; Ms. Elizabeth Haskins, President and Chief Ex-
ecutive Officer, Signature Flight Support Corporation; the Honor-
able Jim Coyne, President of the National Air Transportation Asso-
ciation; Ms. Shelley Longmuir, President and Chief Executive Offi-
cer, National Business Aviation Association; Mr. Ed Bolen, Presi-
dent and Chief Executive Officer of General Aviation Manufactur-
ers Association; and finally, Mr. Phil Boyer, who is President of the
Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association.
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With that, welcome, and we recognize the Acting Administrator
for the Transportation Security Administration, Admiral David
Stone. Welcome, sir, and you are recognized.

TESTIMONY OF HON. DAVID M. STONE, ACTING ADMINIS-
TRATOR, TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION,
DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY

Admiral STONE. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Chairman, Mr.
DeFazio, Mr. Moran, Congresswoman Norton and other distin-
guished members of the Subcommittee, I am honored to testify this
afternoon as the TSA Acting Administrator and address issues re-
lated to Ronald Reagan National Airport and general aviation.

Our TSA team is dedicated and focused on executing the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security vision statement which reads,
″preserving our freedoms, protecting America--we secure our home-
land.″ In the spirit of preserving our freedoms, we are fully com-
mitted to facilitating the flow of commerce and enhancing travel.
In full partnership with the aviation community and the leadership
on this panel, we have been able to capture the best risk mitigation
ideas and to incorporate them into the planning process.

In fact, only yesterday, I met with Shelley Longmuir, the Presi-
dent and CEO of the National Business Aviation Association, and
received additional input for our planning effort. I cannot thank my
fellow panel members enough for their strong leadership and their
spirit of partnership with TSA. Our agency has taken their ideas,
and we will be participating within the next two weeks in the De-
partment of Homeland Security inter-departmental planning proc-
ess that will specifically address the issue of opening general avia-
tion at Ronald Reagan National Airport.

Rest assured that there is a sense of urgency on this subject, and
that TSA is aware and sensitive to the economic impacts of the cur-
rent restrictions. We are also attuned to the fact that this is an im-
portant risk based decision issue. When one looks at the current
issues through the lens of (1) criticality of assets, (2) the threat,
and (3) the vulnerability, this risk based decision is not an insig-
nificant matter. Washington, D.C. has a great concentration of crit-
ical assets. The use of aircraft as weapons by terrorists remains at
the top of the potential threat list. And the vulnerability of targets
in close proximity to Ronald Reagan National Airport is a crucial
factor, due to the very limited reaction time to air threats.

This combination of criticality of assets, threat, and vulnerability
means that we need to have a risk mitigation plan that gets it
right every time, so that we may safely resume general aviation
traffic at Ronald Reagan National Airport. Our goal is to attain
that quality plan quickly and achieve our vision of preserving our
freedoms, protecting America and securing our homeland.

In closing, I would like to thank you, Mr. Chairman, for your
support and that of the Subcommittee members. I look forward to
answering your questions today.

Mr. MICA. I have some questions, but I’ll wait.
We’ll go ahead and hear from James E. Bennett, President and

Chief Executive Officer of the Metropolitan Washington Airports
Authority. Welcome, and you’re recognized, sir.
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TESTIMONY OF JAMES E. BENNETT, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, METROPOLITAN WASHINGTON AIR-
PORTS AUTHORITY
Mr. BENNETT. Thank you very much, Chairman Mica, Ranking

Member DeFazio, Congresswoman Norton, Congressman Moran
and other members of the Committee. On behalf of the Metropoli-
tan Washington Airports Authority, I want to welcome you this
afternoon to Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport.

It seems appropriate that we have gathered here today in a facil-
ity that just three short years ago was a hub of business activity
and commerce for the Washington region. Today, this facility re-
mains fallow and the activity that once symbolized the importance
of general aviation and our Nation’s economy is no longer.

The impact on the Authority of this 917 day closure to general
aviation has been significant. In the area of financial impacts, the
Authority has realized a substantial loss of revenue from the re-
striction on general aviation. Prior to 9/11, general aviation activity
at Reagan National generated the Authority approximately $4 mil-
lion per year in rent. Since this closure, our aggregate net loss of
revenue is approximately $9.7 million.

This does not include any lost landing fees or fuel charges. The
air carriers serving Reagan National have now assumed the full
cost of operating the airfield, adding further to the increased costs
that they have had to bear since 9/11. We calculate that the air
carriers serving Reagan National have paid an additional $2.5 mil-
lion in fees to cover costs, which would have been borne by general
aviation users were they allowed to operate at the airport.

While a substantial portion of general aviation activity has mi-
grated to Washington Dulles International, we believe, and we
have had it affirmed here today, that we’ve lost some of it to air-
ports further out from the Metropolitan area, including Baltimore,
Leesburg and Manassas. In fact, the relocation to Dulles of some
of the general aviation activity is having the effect of what we
would consider a capacity dynamic. Because we have now run out
of space for general aviation at Dulles, we’ve had to close certain
taxiways and runup areas for two or three runways in order to ac-
commodate general aviation aircraft parking and we’ve delayed
making permanent infrastructure improvements at Dulles because
of our belief that general aviation should be returned to National
Airport. Once that occurs, the infrastructure shortage we have at
Dulles will ease.

Finally, the return of general aviation to Reagan National should
be considered an extremely important step to maintaining a link
from the entire country to the Nation’s capital. For 53 years, gen-
eral aviation has brought the citizens of our country right to the
center of our democracy. They come to visit with Congress, our
Government and industry, they come for pleasure, they come for
work and they come in very large numbers every four years for the
President’s inauguration. We would not want this very important
and very special connection to commerce and Government in our
region to cease to exist.

The Authority has always been aware of the security concerns
associated with operating a major airport so close to the Nation’s
capital. As many people in this hangar can attest, being completely
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shut down for 22 days in 2001 was extremely traumatic to the Au-
thority and to our region. But just as we made a commitment to
Congress and to our entire Federal Government that we would do
everything within our power to securely return commercial aviation
back to Reagan National in 2001, we make the same commitment
today with respect to general aviation.

The many groups here today representing general aviation are
committed to security programs that if implemented would allow
the industry to securely return to flying at Reagan National. The
Authority will work with these groups, Signature Flight Support,
the Department of Homeland Security, the Transportation Security
Administration and others to ensure that this important component
of our national and regional economy is restored.

For almost as long as we have had aviation in our country, the
Government has insisted that all public airports be open to all
users. We think it is time that all users once again be allowed to
operate at Reagan National, and welcome your support for the re-
turn of general aviation. Thank you for holding this hearing here
today.

Mr. MICA. Thank you, and now we’ll hear from Elizabeth
Haskins, President and CEO of Signature Flight Support Corpora-
tion. Welcome, and you’re recognized, or I should say, thank you
for having us, and you’re recognized.

TESTIMONY OF ELIZABETH HASKINS, PRESIDENT AND CHIEF
EXECUTIVE OFFICER, SIGNATURE FLIGHT SUPPORT COR-
PORATION

Ms. HASKINS. Thank you for being here. I said to Congress-
woman Norton a few minutes ago that this is the most people
that’s been in our facility in 29 months. So we’re very happy to
have you here.

Good afternoon, Mr. Chairman and distinguished members. It’s
a privilege to appear before you today on behalf of the men and
women of Signature Flight Support Corporation, and to be afforded
the opportunity to testify on the important issue of reopening Ron-
ald Reagan National Airport.

Reagan National was until September 11th, 2001 one of the most
important business aviation portals in the country. I appreciate the
continuing interest of the members of Congress, particularly this
Committee and those who represent the Washington Metropolitan
Area in restoring business aviation to Reagan National, and in
compensating those who have suffered substantial losses as a re-
sult of its closure more than two years ago.

Signature Flight Support is the world’s largest network of fixed
base operations for business aviation services. Signature products
and services include fueling, ground handling, passenger services
and maintenance. Signature operates at 60 airports worldwide, in-
cluding 42 airports in the United States, and is the sole provider
of business aviation services at Reagan National.

Signature employs more than 1,700 people who safely and effi-
ciently support more than 1.7 million aircraft movements a year.
As Reagan Nation’s sole business aviation FBO, Signature handled
175 flights per day and employed 55 aviation professionals before
September 11th. Today, 2 employees handle approximately 20
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flights per month. All these flights have been Government officials.
The flights have included aircraft belonging to the Bureau of Immi-
gration and Customs Enforcement, Drug Enforcement Agency, FBI,
NASA, miscellaneous Government dignitaries that we’ve discussed,
and an increasing number of State governments.

Signature supports the reopening of Reagan National to business
aviation. We believe the Administration can and should adopt a
plan to lift the ban on business aviation at Reagan National for two
key reasons. First, the closure of business aviation continues to
cause economic and political harm. Second, business aviation can
operate safely and securely in a post-9/11 environment at Reagan
National. Signature is fully prepared to make necessary modifica-
tions to assure the highest level of security.

Additionally, it is fair and appropriate for the Federal Govern-
ment to compensate Signature and other affected businesses for the
losses suffered as a result of the ban on business aviation around
Washington, which ban is unique to the entire Nation. The elimi-
nation of 60,000 business aviation flights a year and the massive
curtailment of operations associated with those flights means not
only the loss of business aviation industry jobs, but also translates
into the loss of a major source of income to the D.C. hospitality and
transportation industries.

Although Signature’s rent has been abated by the Metropolitan
Washington Airports Authority, we’ve suffered substantial losses.
In the 29 months of closure, Signature alone, not counting the
downstream businesses that have lost money, have lost in excess
of $10 million in 29 months. That’s after tax profits. Additionally,
with our facility virtually closed, we’ve been forced to lay off almost
all of our employees.

The harm, however, is not just economic. By depriving general
aviation access to Reagan National, we restrict citizen access to the
Government. It seems particularly unfair that only the Govern-
ment is currently allowed to use this public facility. Since the res-
toration of commercial operations less than a month after the 9/11
attacks, Reagan National has stood as a symbol of the Nation’s re-
fusal to be intimidated by terrorists, and of our determination to
carry on the Nation’s business as normally as possible.

President Bush expressed this resolve on October 2nd, 2001,
when he announced the restoration of commercial operations. He
said, this is the airport that brings our Nation’s leaders to Wash-
ington to do the people’s business. By opening this airport, we’re
making yet another statement to the terrorists: you can’t win.

Signature and the rest of the business aviation community share
this determination. However, the reality is otherwise, until we
achieve a truly full restoration of service at Reagan National. Com-
pensation for the closure is needed and appropriate. The Fifth
Amendment to the Constitution provides that no private property
shall be taken for public use without just compensation. The clo-
sure of business aviation and its effect on Signature is legally
known as a regulatory taking. The shutdown has left Signature
with a facility and a business that cannot possibly be used for any
other purpose except maybe Congressional hearings.

Given this situation, which is unique in the country, it’s fair and
appropriate for the Federal Government to compensate Signature
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and other affected businesses for the losses that have resulted.
Congress recognized the immediate need for compensation in the
wake of 9/11 when it passed the 2001 emergency supplemental.
However, no funds have been made available to businesses that
continue to suffer substantial losses at Washington area airports.
The failure can and should be addressed this year.

Congress also recognized the importance of compensating general
aviation businesses for the significant losses suffered. This Com-
mittee in particular was instrumental in adopting a provision au-
thorizing the reimbursement of losses incurred by general aviation
entities in the Vision 100, Century of Aviation Reauthorization.
This provision states that the Secretary of Transportation may
make grants to reimburse the following general aviation entities
for the security costs incurred and revenue foregone as a result of
the restrictions of the Federal Government.

I’d like to close with one question, Inauguration Day 2001, Janu-
ary, we had hundreds of aircraft out here. I’d like to know where
those hundreds of aircraft are going to go January 20th, 2005. I
think it’s a valid question. The capacity at the other airports can’t
handle it. And it makes for a much longer trip, as you know.

So my question is, where will we be at Inauguration Day 2005?
Mr. MICA. Thank you. We’ll now turn to Jim Coyne, who’s Presi-

dent of the National Air Transportation Association. Welcome, and
you’re recognized.

TESTIMONY OF HON. JAMES K. COYNE, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL
AIR TRANSPORTATION ASSOCIATION

Mr. COYNE. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman, Ranking
Member DeFazio, and former Chairman Duncan, Congresswoman
Norton, Congressman Moran, Congressman Hayes and other mem-
bers of the Committee.

I’m very proud that you’re holding this meeting here today. This,
as we all know, is an FBO. I believe, certainly in my experience
in aviation, this is the first time that Congress has held a hearing
in an FBO. On behalf of the association representing FBOs and
charter companies across the country, come back any time you
would like. We enjoy having you here. But we most of all want to
remind you that this room is supposed to be filled with airplanes,
not people.

A few months ago, we celebrated the 100th anniversary of avia-
tion, and we did it in this room. As many of you know, you were
here, you saw 1,800 people celebrate the Wright Brothers trophy
being given to John Glenn. I’d like to submit for the record a little
picture I took that night, John Glenn and me, a little sign that he’s
holding up that says, we should be parking planes here, not cars.

It’s time we get back to the fundamental purpose of this airport,
which is to support the needs of commercial users across the coun-
try of aviation and private citizens. Unfortunately, there’s been
some confusion about the word commercial as it relates to aviation.
The President and others have said, well, we’ve reopened National
Airport to commercial aviation. That’s not true. We’ve only opened
it to airliners, commercial airliners operating under Part 121.

But thousands of charter operators are also commercial opera-
tors, just like airlines. They deserve the same right to serve their
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customers that don’t come from those 36 airports that currently
have service into National. Most of you have Congressional dis-
tricts where, if you want to get from Daytona or Portland or Ten-
nessee or some other part of the country, North Carolina, easily to
Washington National Airport, there isn’t commercial service on the
airliners to get you here. But there is commercial service available
through aircraft charter, so-called general aviation charter. And
these commercial activities have been denied at this airport for 29
months.

Why is that? Why is it that one set of commercial operators are
allowed in and another set of commercial operators is not allowed
in? Is it a belief that one set of operators is more secure or safer?
I don’t believe that can be the case at all. In fact, commercial char-
ter operators have agreed to do literally everything that the air-
lines do today and more. And most unbiased observers will admit
that the security risks associated with a professionally flown char-
ter aircraft, since there are so few passengers on board, is much
lower than it is on a commercial airline.

In both these types of aviation there are essentially three kinds
of security or terrorism risks that have to be questioned and dealt
with. The first is the risk of the pilots. Both kinds of airplanes have
two professional pilots flying, and both sets of pilots meet the same
sets of security background checks, the same fingerprinting, the
same FBI requirements if necessary. So clearly, the concern cannot
be on the pilot side, since charter flights will do everything that
commercial will do.

The second security risk relates to the concerns about the pas-
sengers. Well, clearly, when you only have one or two or three pas-
sengers on board a charter airplane, you can become much more
secure about who those people are. We now have on most airliners
virtually anonymity as to who those passengers are, although they
are required to show a driver’s license. But charter passengers are
willing to go to far greater degrees of security background checks
to ensure that they are safe.

And the third area of security is the airplane itself. Can the air-
plane create a great deal of damage through its flight or loss of
control? Once again, the larger airliners, because of their size, are
clearly much more of a threat than the small charter planes could
be.

So we ask the question simply, why are we being discriminated
against as commercial operators? Why shouldn’t all commercial op-
erators be given the opportunity to serve their customers? Why in
essence are charter operators being banned?

Terrorists of course have used airlines in terrorist acts. But air-
lines are not banned. Terrorists have used trains in terrorist at-
tacks. But trains in Washington aren’t banned. Terrorists have
used boats. But boats aren’t banned. Terrorists have used subways,
buses, ambulances, military vehicles. They’ve used Ryder trucks,
they’ve used cabs, they’ve used motorcycles. They’ve used people in
wheelchairs. But none of those are banned here in Washington.

The only form of commercial transportation that is in fact
banned is charter aircraft. And we insist that that is wrong.

Now, of course, this FBO, some of you may not know, is, prior
to 9/11, the largest by volume single FBO in the world. The most
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successful FBO in the world, and it has been shut down. And that,
too, is a crime. We believe that the issue before us today is simply
one of equity and intelligence and responsibility. It’s not fair for
those people who have lost their jobs. It’s not fair for your constitu-
ents who cannot get to Washington on charter flights or private
aircraft. It’s not fair for the businesses that make their living sup-
porting these economic activities. It’s not fair for favored politicians
to have preferred treatment. It’s just not fair for charter and pri-
vate business aviation to be excluded.

But are we intelligent enough to come up with a solution? That’s
the question. Are we intelligent enough to come up with a set of
regulations, as Congresswoman North said, that responds to these
risk in an intelligent way? I can’t help but think that if we could
do it for the airlines, if we can do it for other forms of transpor-
tation, we can certainly do it for charter and private aviation.

But the real question is responsibility. It appears that within the
bureaucracy today here in Washington, here in Washington, in this
Administration, there are people who have the responsibility for
making this decision, for setting these rules, for allowing these
planes back in. And the people who have the responsibility are not
making the decision. And I think it is up to our Congress to force
the people who have the responsibility to make that decision or to
take that responsibility away from them.

Thank you very much.
Mr. MICA. Thank you, and we’ll now hear from Shelley

Longmuir, President and CEO of the National Business Aviation
Association. welcome, and you’re recognized.

TESTIMONY OF SHELLEY A. LONGMUIR, PRESIDENT AND
CHIEF EXECUTIVE OFFICER, NATIONAL BUSINESS AVIATION
ASSOCIATION, INC.

Ms. LONGMUIR. Thank you. Chairman Mica and distinguished
members of the Committee, it is indeed an honor to appear before
you today on behalf of the more than 7,500 member NBAA compa-
nies.

More than two and a half years have passed since the terrorist
attacks of 9/11. Today in the general aviation community, we live
in a world of flight restrictions, but also one that is more secure
than it was before the attacks.

However, with the clarity afforded by two and a half years of
hindsight, national security concerns which resulted in blanket re-
strictions at Ronald Reagan Washington National Airport, as well
as the imposition of nationwide temporary flight restrictions, or
TFRs, are no longer serving the national interest for which they
were established. Unfortunately, these restrictions have been im-
posed universally, without consideration for the existing security of
any aircraft operator or even for their willingness to operate to ex-
tremely high security standards.

These blanket restrictions need to be reviewed and lifted under
an enhanced and robust general aviation security program we call
Secure Access. As many of you may know, the closure of DCA and
the increase of TFRs since 9/11 have resulted in significant eco-
nomic losses for the Nation.
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Last Friday, we received a new economic impact study completed
by HLB Decision Economics, Inc., a firm headed by Dr. David
Lewis, a former principal analyst for the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. That study indicates that these combined restrictions are esti-
mated to have cost the Nation approximately $1.3 billion since 9/
11 in lost jobs, lost productivity and lost economic activity. That
equates to approximately $43 million per month, and it represents
a more than $177 million loss locally as a result of the closure of
DCA, and a more than $1.1 billion loss nationally as a result of the
imposition of TFRs.

The economic impact study, which I ask, Mr. Chairman, to have
included for the record, indicates that those losses could even be
higher. NBAA believes that reasonable and effective security
guards must be in place, and that the Nation and the capital re-
gion must be protected, but that there is a reasonable and secure
way to do this, other than by denying general aviation access to
Reagan National Airport. We believe that it is time to strike a
more sophisticated balance between general aviation security, the
pressing need to further economic activity and the freedom to trav-
el. We call this more sophisticated balance Secure Access, wherein
security-qualified general aviation operators have access to DCA
and TFRs equivalent to that level enjoyed by the scheduled com-
mercial carriers.

We believe that the Secure Access approach that we are propos-
ing today and as detailed on the chart to my left, to the Commit-
tee’s right, is equal to or more secure than that employed by the
scheduled commercial carriers. We further believe that the cir-
cumstances of DCA are unique and that Congress should make ab-
solutely certain that the security protocol proposed and applied at
DCA, as in the commercial airline case, not be used as a basis for
access to any other airport.

Finally, and thankfully spurred by this Committee through Vi-
sion 100, the Century of Aviation Reauthorization Act, we believe
that now is the time for the Government to act. The Secure Access
matrix you see here on our poster board identifies differences in se-
curity strategies for the major categories of air transportation. An
analysis of these differences reveals ten rings of security that are
critical to any security plan. For access to DCA and TFRs nation-
ally, we are proposing reasonable and effective requirements cover-
ing intelligence, ground security, airport owner, crew, passenger
and baggage screening, preflight and inflight security and compli-
ance enforcement.

One aspect of this analysis is the recognition that the security
risks of the commercial airlines are different than those of the gen-
eral aviation community, requiring different countermeasures to
achieve the same security goal. Unlike the scheduled commercial
airlines, business aviation passengers are on board only by the in-
vitation of the others, who know not only who they are but why
they are there. We know their intent and where they are going, all
on an unpublished time table.

Because of these and other differences, a one size fits all ap-
proach to aviation security is not only unworkable but unwise.
What is wise is an approach which is genuinely risk based, which
methodically and dispassionately assesses threats and
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vulnerabilities and addresses them directly. Today we welcome
Congressional and Administration discussion, review and support
of the Secure Access proposal. Please review it, augment it if nec-
essary and implement it.

We ask further that the Committee take the necessary step of
asking the Department of Homeland Security to complete imple-
mentation of a reasonable and effective plan, such as Secure Ac-
cess, by August 1, 2004. We cannot turn back the clock, but
through the Secure Access program, we can further safeguard gen-
eral aviation operations, improve our economy locally and nation-
ally and restore freedoms lost on 9/11.

Thank you for your consideration.
Mr. MICA. Thank you. We’ll hear next from Ed Bolen, who is

President and CEO of General Aviation Manufacturers Association.
Welcome, and you’re recognized.

TESTIMONY OF EDWARD M. BOLEN, PRESIDENT, GENERAL
AVIATION MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Mr. BOLEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Com-
mittee.

In response to the terrorist attacks on September 11th, our Na-
tion took swift and decisive action to secure our airways. We
grounded the airplanes. It was not a particularly sophisticated ap-
proach to aviation security, but it was effective. And it was prob-
ably appropriate under the circumstances.

But as you know, even before the last airplane reached the
ground, we all realized that banning aviation was not an appro-
priate long term solution to our Nation’s security interests. The
Government began working almost immediately to try to find a
way to securely resume aviation in the United States. Within two
days of the September 11 attacks, commercial airline service was
restored almost everywhere in the country except this airport. That
waited another three weeks.

Now, why did we succeed in returning commercial airline service
to the United States? We did it because there was an absolute de-
termination to find security solutions to the challenges posed by
those types of operations. Unfortunately, that same level of deter-
mination has not been in evidence with regard to general aviation.
How else can you explain it only taking three weeks to open this
airport to the types of operations where you’re dealing with un-
known passengers and almost three years without being able to
find a way to bring in private aircraft?

In my opinion, it’s not that our security organizations have failed
to find an appropriate solution, it’s that they have failed to try. The
security organizations talk a lot about security being a filter, not
a guarantee. I think they’re right. But a filter presumes that some-
thing good flows through while something bad is trapped behind.
With general aviation at this airport, nothing flows through.

Now, in the absence of a public-private partnership with the se-
curity groups to try to determine the appropriate ways to bring
general aviation back, the general aviation community has been
working with and amongst itself to try and develop solutions.
We’ve developed a number of recommendations that we have pro-
posed for general aviation security across the country. And we have
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succeeded in getting a number of those institutionalized across the
United States. I’ve included that in my written testimony and I
would ask you to look at it.

We also have a number of groups who have worked on specific
proposals to get back to Reagan National. In fact, we were working
for a while with the TSA and the Department of Transportation.
But that basically has gone dormant, and in the meantime, we’ve
been left to work on our own. We think we have the appropriate
solutions, but we have to have a partner. We have to understand
what we don’t know in order to make effective recommendations.
And for that, we need your help.

Why is it important for general aviation to be returned to Na-
tional Airport? It’s important for a lot of reasons. It’s important be-
cause general aviation is important to our economy. Congress-
woman Norton talked about that a little bit in her opening re-
marks, and I appreciate that very much. General aviation leads the
United States, leads the world in manufacturing. Important, high
wage, high tech jobs, manufacturing jobs that we can keep here in
the United States over a long period of time, as long as we have
a healthy general aviation industry. General aviation airplanes
bring economic development to our rural communities and take cor-
porations to places where they wouldn’t otherwise operate.

It’s also important that we return to Reagan National Airport be-
cause of the perception. With general aviation banned at Reagan
National Airport, it causes a misimpression that general aviation
is somehow inherently insecure. That is not the case. And I think
as all of you know through your work in public policy, bad ideas
can have consequences. And bad policy in one place can migrate to
others. We’ve got to open Reagan National Airport to general avia-
tion. We’ve got to find workable solutions that will allow some gen-
eral aviation qualified operators to have access to the temporary
flight restrictions that the commercial airlines do.

We need a determined goal of working with the security organi-
zations to resume the operations that we had before. Not in the
same way, but in a secure way, resume general aviation all across
the United States. Thank you.

Mr. MICA. Thank you. And we’ll hear last from Phil Boyer, who
is President of the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association. Wel-
come.

TESTIMONY OF PHIL BOYER, PRESIDENT, AIRCRAFT OWNERS
AND PILOTS ASSOCIATION

Mr. BOYER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman and members of the Com-
mittee. AOPA, the Aircraft Owners and Pilots Association, rep-
resents now well over 400,000 pilots, or two-thirds of the Nation’s
licensed pilots from airline captains, to Congressman Moran, your
Piper Cub pilot.

But think of our average member as a person who flies a single
engine, fixed gear, four seat airplane, about the size and weight of
a Honda Civic. Today with your permission, I’d like to expand the
scope from our support of reopening National Airport and include
a ring about 38 miles around the Nation’s capital, in which we
would call for the elimination also, at the same time, of something
we call the ADIZ, the Air Defense Identification Zone.
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Now, what in the world is the ADIZ? The ADIZ is an area in
which none of our aircraft can fly without using instrument flight
rules procedures. Less than half of our Nation’s pilots are instru-
ment rated. They must file a flight plan, they must operate with
two way communication, they must have an assigned transponder
code. This was put into place just a little over a year ago as a tem-
porary security measure when our Nation was at an orange secu-
rity alert level.

It is causing a huge increase in controller work flow. A typical
bad day for a controller, as some of our pilots on your Committee
know, used to be when Baltimore, National and Dulles airports are
with no ceiling at all and no visibility, down to one runway perhaps
because of conditions. The worst day now in this area is when we
have a beautiful weekend day and the controllers are overworked.

I talked to our friends at NATCA, the National Air Traffic Con-
troller Association. Simply put, they say, the Washington ADIZ cre-
ates an unworkable situation for both pilots and controllers. The
ATC system is being asked to perform a function for which it is not
designed, and for which it lacks the capacity. It creates confusion
for both pilots and controllers. Proper resources have not been allo-
cated. And what better way to think about returning aviation to
National Airport than listening to the sounds outside. But also,
let’s listen to the controllers working the traffic in this area.

[Tape played.]
Mr. BOYER. Just total confusion is what occurs in this area on

what, as I say, is a weekend day in which we put these procedures
on pilots.

Look at the impacts here. Besides National Airport, little Mary-
land airport, a 60 percent drop in fuel sales. And you can see the
rest of them. A vibrant airport very close by, used to be that you
had to wait in line to get a tie-down to put your plane there, now
30 paved tie-downs are eliminated. And I might add, in New York
City when they went to an orange alert level, actually at that time
when we went back to yellow, New York City’s ADIZ was re-
scinded, but our temporary one was not.

This Committee passed language signed by the President on De-
cember 12th, the same language you were referring to earlier in
your bill, required that if an ADIZ is in effect on the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Administrator shall transmit an initial report
not later than 30 days after such enactment, a description of any
changes in procedures or requirements that could improve oper-
ational efficiency or minimize operational impacts of the ADIZ on
pilots and controllers.

I ask the Committee, have you gotten that correspondence yet
from the Administrator? I think not. And when you do, I encourage
you to see that it complies with the very restrictions that you
added in that regard.

There have been many violations in this ADIZ. A lot of people
are spending a lot of time running around after innocent pilots who
inadvertently have made a mistake. From an airport 15 miles
away, I’m a flight instructor inside the ADIZ, my student inadvert-
ently switched the code on my transponder to 1200 and I was ad-
vised by ATC to change frequency. The FAA investigator got to me
30 days earlier, told me not to worry, it’s only a 30 day suspension
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of my license. Little does he know that 30 days will make me lose
my job, put me on the streets with no income, not to mention the
black mark I have on my record.

AOPA strongly urges that we rescind the ADIZ and stay with
what would be in place, a 15 mile, as shown on here by the hash
marks, of a no-fly zone. And there are three small airports, in clos-
ing, that I must acknowledge: Potomac Airfield, Washington Hyde
and College Park. College Park is our national airport for small
planes. It allows us to get out of the plane, walk one city block and
end up on the Metro to be able to come into town. These airports
can have no transient aircraft. And they have lost some 54 percent
of their gross revenues in the time during his period since they
were closed after 9/11.

Rescind the Washington ADIZ and allow access as you deliberate
on Washington National to these three small airports. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MICA. I thank you, and I thank all of our witnesses today.
We’ll go ahead and get right into come questions, because I know
some of the members would like to get to that portion of our hear-
ing.

I have a few questions, and I’ll start with Admiral Stone. Admi-
ral Stone you testified today that in approximately two weeks you
would have some preliminary information back, a schedule back as
to where we can go in reopening this airport to civil aviation. Can
you talk a little bit more about what you will actually have in two
weeks?

Admiral STONE. Yes, sir. TSA will present to the DHS, Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, inter-departmental planning group the
plan that we propose for reopening Reagan to general aviation. So
we have been collecting over a period of time the inputs from the
various groups, a number of which are represented here, and put
together that risk mitigation plan with the phases and the
timelines. It’s our intent to brief that plan within two weeks to the
Department and move forward from there.

Mr. MICA. Over the past more than two years, we’ve heard var-
ious testimony to Congress and reports to Congress and meetings,
both open and closed, that we would proceed, you all would pro-
ceed. Do you have any estimate as to when this process will con-
clude with some determination as to whether or not they’re going
to open this airport to civil aviation?

Admiral STONE. No, sir, I don’t, other than it’s that sense of ur-
gency to move forward on this plan quickly and to make sure that
we’ve got an appropriate plan. We think we do, based on the inputs
that we’ve received, so that we can then brief that plan and then
provide feedback on what we need to adjust if the threat changes
or if there are other considerations that the Department would like
us to factor in.

But I wanted to reassure you that a sense of urgency to get that
good plan briefed so that we can move forward is definitely there.

Mr. MICA. We in fact have a way for certain limited individuals
to fly into this airport, general aviation. I have a copy of the TSA
waiver form. This has been used, I’m told by, what, a hundred dif-
ferent, on a hundred different occasions or more to come into this
airport?
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Admiral STONE. Sir, we checked with the FAA, who helped tally
that information for us. From January of 2003 to March of 2004,
146 flights have flown under that waiver.

Mr. MICA. What mystifies me, if we can have a form and a proce-
dure, a waiver to be granted and a protocol set forth, why can’t we
do this, not just for members of Congress or some special VIPs or
Federal agencies, why can’t we do the same thing for general avia-
tion aircraft?

Admiral STONE. Sir, that’s the plan for that waiver. Those elect-
ed officials were required to have a law enforcement official with
them, and it’s that sort of thinking, although our plan does not re-
quire law enforcement, what type of risk mitigation actions can we
take comparable to that waiver request that will allow for an ap-
propriate plan to restore general aviation here.

Mr. MICA. Well, Admiral Stone, you’ve only been on the job a
short time and we appreciate your cooperation. We’ve been through
this right after September 11th, we’ve been through this with Mr.
Magall, we’ve been through this with your predecessor. We’re a bit
frustrated, you can understand. Because people are coming into
this airport and there is somewhat of a procedure, but we can’t
seem to get a procedure that does open this up.

I believe, I personally believe that Washington, D.C. is still a ter-
rorist target. I honestly believe that. I think we only have to look
at their pattern, what they did with New York City, and it took
them some eight years to come back and take down the World
Trade Center. I think that this is still a serious target.

Now, how they’ll come after us, last week we saw how rail was
used. We’ve seen at the Capitol, since I’ve been there, we’ve seen
a deranged individual come in with guns. We’ve seen an individual
fly a plane, a small plane into the White House since I’ve been
around. We’ve seen all these systems put in place. I’ve even seen
a 37 cent stamp penetrate the security barriers we’ve set up.

But we do put protocols and procedure. We can’t close down the
whole country and we’ve closed down one segment of aviation,
which is totally unfair. I just don’t think that we should allow the
terrorists to win.

Don’t you believe that we can find procedures that would allow
us to open this airport up?

Admiral STONE. Yes, sir. The TSA position on that is that we
know that there is a significant threat in Washington, D.C. We
know that just last December and January we were at the orange
threat level and the chatter was at a level that was the highest
since September 11th. We also know today we have a handful of
airports that we’re keeping at an elevated yellow condition.

But we do believe that with risk mitigation actions that we’ve de-
veloped in partnership with the aviation community that we can
present a plan and that, if in fact there’s not significant changes
to the threat or a reevaluation of the threat, that the risk mitiga-
tion actions that we propose we think are thoughtful and deserving
of consideration by the Department.

Mr. MICA. Well, finally, I guess rescinding this ADIZ, this impo-
sition on stopping aircraft coming into this whole area, you’ve seen
the impact, not just on this empty hangar and the hundreds of lost
jobs and the economy, but the same thing’s happening in a tier out
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from here. We also passed a law that requires that you report back
to us. I think we passed that deadline of 30 days. When can we
expect a response on that situation?

Admiral STONE. Yes, sir, I apologize for the tardiness of that re-
port. We will work to get that to you very quickly. The layered re-
sponse of having an ADIZ in the FRZ are all part of the overall Na-
tional Capital Region Security Plan. And we plan on being able to
properly articulate and give you the report that is required soonest.
So I promise you, sir, we’ll get back to you on that very quickly.

Mr. MICA. All right. Mr. DeFazio.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Chairman, Mr. Boswell was delayed through no fault of his

own, and I’d like to yield to him now for a brief opening statement
before I go to my questions.

Mr. BOSWELL. Thank you very much. I do appreciate being here,
and I guess it’s fair to say, if I’d been flying general aviation, I
would have been here on time today.

One thing you said, Admiral, kind of bothers me a little bit,
knowing your background and some of my own. The sense of ur-
gency, the word you used, after 30 months, I don’t know. I’m not
too sure about the sense of urgency, and I know you meant it well.
I like other things you have to say. But this has to change. I can’t
imagine what it’s like for Ms. Haskins and her situation with Sig-
nature, and trying to make things work, and Mr. Bolen and every-
body else.

I just think that we have got to do better. I flew in here today,
and many times we all do, I see this space out here, now, how long
can we afford to keep that space out there? Surely we don’t want
to use it for something else.

So I think it’s time to quit talking about it and time to move. I
appreciate what the Chairman said. If you have a requirement you
want to put on us, put it on us and let’s see what we can do with
it.

I appreciate the presentation that AOPA has made, and they
continue to bring us information. Thank you, Phil, for what you’ve
said, and for the rest of us that fly general aviation. My pilot right
here, he’s co-piloted a few times, he’s never had enough nerve to
be mine.

[Laughter.]
Mr. BOSWELL. We have to do something here. It’s the inconven-

ience—I have a CEO who came in here months ago and he said,
Leonard, what do we have to do? Do you want a background check?
What do you want? He said, the reason I’m paying for this high
priced airplane is to be able to fly in here. I don’t understand, if
I’m willing to do what you want, why can’t we do it? And I didn’t
have a good answer.

I yield back. Thank you.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Leonard.
Admiral Stone, I think it’s most appropriate to direct questions

to you. I think the panel has made a compelling case, and a num-
ber of them have a very detailed plans, others have particular com-
plaints that even go beyond the scope of this hearing, which I think
need to be addressed.
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But if you could, I understand that you’re working on a plan that
would allow general aviation to access the airport. You’re going to
take that, as I understand your testimony, to a DHS inter-depart-
mental meeting. My question is, we’ve gotten to this point before
and suddenly we are now, it’s like the energy of the black hole, it’s
sucked inward and nothing can escape.

So can you explain to me who will be there, who ultimately will
make the decision on your plan, and what assurances we have that
this won’t just disappear into this black hole of unaccountability?
I realize again this is not of your making, this predates you. But
the frustration is, who really is holding things up, and the rumor
is it’s the Secret Service. Who’s the Secret Service and how can we
talk to them and who are they accountable to?

So could you just enlighten us a little bit here?
Admiral STONE. Yes, sir. My intent is to brief that plan at my

level to make sure that the sense or urgency and what our position
is on it is very clear because of the importance TSA places on that
issue. At that inter-departmental briefing, I don’t have the
attendees on that, but I do know that based on what’s been written
in the FAA reauthorization that the Department is very keen to en-
sure that this gets addressed very quickly and properly, and that
they have options provided to them, which our plan will have, I
think, the risk mitigation options that, like I stated earlier, are
thoughtful and address the specific threats that we believe are
faced when we go about restoring general aviation here at Reagan.

After that briefing is conducted, what I do not have is where that
goes in terms of the inter-agency process and the like. But I’ve
been reassured at the Departmental level that there is a sense of
urgency to make sure that this gets briefed properly and that we
present that to them here in the next two weeks, so that they can
then take action on that.

Mr. DEFAZIO,. To whom would we properly address our concern
and find out who ultimately will be the decision maker in this?
Who can tell us who might be the decision maker?

Admiral STONE. Sir, I can only attest that the TSA, myself, as
the acting administrator will be responsible to you on briefing you
on my briefing and how that went, and be able to make sure that
I relay that information to you, and that at the Department of
Homeland Security I’ll find out who would be the point of contact
for the status at their level.

Mr. DEFAZIO. Okay. I think you’ve heard my concern and I think
it’s shared by all the members of the panel. We’ve tried to express
it in a statutory manner. We really feel that we’ve just got to get
beyond this point of unaccountability. That’s what we’re really
looking at here. I’m confident you will come up with a plan, now,
whether everybody here will agree with your plan or feel it’s too
stringent, we don’t know. But at least it would be progress from
beyond the point we’re at today.

But the point is, does that plan just disappear in a black hole.
I guess at that point, I would hope that you would have some pride
of authorship and continue your sense of urgency and come back
to us and say, who the black hole is, and we can call, or try and
bring those people into hearing, open or closed, to hear their con-
cerns rather than what we have thus far, which is no response.
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That’s the concern, that we’ll get to that point again. So thank you,
Admiral.

Admiral STONE. Yes, sir.
Mr. DEFAZIO. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MICA. Thank you. Mr. Ehlers?
Mr. EHLERS. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Thank you for having

this hearing here. It’s long overdue and it’s a very appropriate set-
ting.

I am an extremely patient person, as almost anyone who knows
me will attest. But I have lost patience. One thing I cannot abide
is injustice. I got into politics partly to fight injustice. Now we face
our own Government treating its citizens and its businesses un-
justly. And I am just simply fed up with it. There has been far
more time than necessary to deal with this situation.

We keep getting the same stale answers from TSA, Homeland
Security, all the others, and they don’t make sense. It’s clear that
someone or some agency doesn’t want this airport open to general
aviation again. In fact, they didn’t even want it open to passenger
service. And we’re just not going to put up with it. The Government
has caused severe financial loss for a number of different compa-
nies and entities, caused great inconvenience, and that’s not the
Government’s job.

I think the real problem is the inside the Beltway thinking that
goes on in the agencies that somehow Washington is the center of
the universe, obviously the terrorists are going to attack every pos-
sible point here and this is so important we have to protect it. I
just flew in a few minutes ago, I’m sorry I was late, but believe it
or not, we have snow in Detroit, which held me up. But for the last
30 minutes of the trip, we have to stay in our seats. One of the
most absurd rules I’ve ever heard of, applied only to Washington,
D.C., the center of the universe again.

And when I fly out, I fly west, in 10 minutes, I’m past Dulles Air-
port. Why don’t they have to sit down for 20 minutes, or if they’re
going east, why don’t they have to sit down for 40 minutes? I mean,
using the logic that has been used to set up that rule, that’s the
rules you should have on Dulles. Besides, the plane that hit the
Pentagon came from Dulles, not from National.

The stories that I’ve heard, the things that have been made up
to explain it just don’t make sense, particularly for the smaller
Maryland airports, which have suffered even greater financial loss
compared to their capability to deal with it. We want some action,
we want some results. And I’m being very kind to you because
you’re new. I am not accusing you of any wrongdoing at this point.
I think the Secret Service has tended to have much greater power
in this decision than they should have, and you’re going to have to
stand up to them if that is the case.

But it’s just simply a real injustice to do this much harm to this
many people, both financial and other harm, without justification.
I sincerely mean that, without justification. Your testimony talks
about, this is demonstrably an obvious target for would-be terror-
ists. There’s only been one terrorist attack here of any size. A
plethora of high value, symbolic targets. How often do the terror-
ists attack symbolic targets? They’re out to kill people, as we saw
in Spain this past week.
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We are acutely aware of the burdens now being borne by the
general aviation community. That certainly has not manifested
itself. If the Department were acutely aware, they would have
taken action long ago.

You talk about the absolute necessity to prevent the use of an
aircraft as a weapon of mass destruction. If you truly believe that,
you’d better ground every airplane in this country, including those
that can do much more damage than general aviation.

We simply cannot provide absolute security without grinding to
a standstill. I think there are so many multiple targets in this
country, we have to live with the fact that we have to get reason-
able security. We cannot achieve absolute security.

So I plead with you to come up with something meaningful.
We’ve had enough gobbledy-gook, enough dodging the answer,
enough crazy ideas advanced to explain why such and such is being
done. We need a decision, and the Congress—I’m not the only one
who is impatient, when this issue came up in our Committee, it
zipped through so fast, it was almost beyond the speed of light.
Since I’m a physicist, I can’t say that, it did exceed it.

But I’m very familiar with black holes, and I have to say that
the gentleman from Oregon is right. The black hole that we’ve seen
on this rivals anything I’ve seen in space. Thank you.

[Laughter.]
Mr. MICA. I thank the gentleman. I guess that was a statement

and sort of an open question.
Admiral STONE. Yes, sir, I can state with regard to the threat,

and there’s been a lot of discussion about that, and without getting
into a classified discussion on it, the logic that the availability and
access to general aviation aircraft is much easier than to access a
commercial aircraft, that the ability for a pilot to receive training
to fly a general aviation aircraft, rather than a commercial aircraft,
the cost of acquiring a general aviation aircraft, as one looks at
those factors and talks about, well, how difficult would it be for a
terrorist to acquire and be able to fly that type of an aircraft into
what is considered a symbolic, high value target here in the cap-
ital, which is the representative city of our country that represents
freedom and democracy around the world.

That weighs heavily on decision makers about what is the risk
associated with restoring general aviation. There’s been a lot of
thoughtful discussions in the intelligence briefings that I’ve re-
ceived about Al Qaeda’s focus on aviation and the desire to use an
aircraft once again as a weapon.

So those discussions that have centered about risk based decision
making and whether or not the criticality of assets in Washington,
D.C., the vulnerability because of the time and distance to go to a
target from Reagan, and then of course the threat which is well ad-
vertised both in classified and unclassified forums, leads to the dis-
cussion of, we’d better get this right, we should not rush to a deci-
sion on how this is done.

So, we believe in our briefing that we’re going to cover those
bases. There is risk associated, sir, as you pointed out, with all of
that. And the costs, we believe, are high if we get that wrong, both
from the symbolism of our country and the targets that are here,
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as well as the loss of human life. But I understand fully what you
are saying, sir, and we’ll work that with a degree of alacrity.

Mr. EHLERS. Just a very brief response, Mr. Chairman.
You certainly have not rushed to deal with this, it’s 27 months.

That’s a very, very long time to keep people hanging.
The second factor is, terrorists may like to use airplanes. They’ve

also used tugboats on the Cole. They’ve used a Ryder truck under
the Trade Center. And if you’re serious about using that as a
standard, then we’d better stop all traffic past the Executive Office
building, because I can go out and rent a Ryder truck, fill it with
explosives, drive past the Executive Office building and set it off.

I’m just saying, look, you have to look at the whole picture. Don’t
assume, as CBS wrongly did recently, that airplanes are the great-
est threat. They are no greater threat than any of these other
things. I’m just asking for a balanced approach.

Admiral STONE. Yes, sir.
Mr. EHLERS. Thank you.
Mr. MICA. Thank you. Ms. Norton.
Ms. NORTON. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Admiral Stone, as the other members have said, you’re the mes-

senger. That’s why you’re getting it today. You’re dealing with a
Committee that has pressed this issue relentlessly with great,
great patience. And we know you agree with us about the real
losses here. You’ve heard some of them, and they are losses of jobs,
they are losses in business. This is the region, one of the great eco-
nomic engines of the country.

That would be reason enough, but it is where the Nation does
its business. The notion of not being able to fly a small aircraft into
London or Paris would, I’m sure, for those countries be simply un-
thinkable. And it has frankly become a national embarrassment,
far beyond this region at this time.

I presume that Ms. Longmuir gave as her target day August 1,
2004, she can correct me if I’m wrong, or tell me if she had in mind
that we would be coming onto the third anniversary of September
11th. Is that where your August date came from?

Ms. LONGMUIR. It was actually based, Congresswoman, on the
notion that this Committee passed its mandate December 12th of
2003, and certainly right after that date, we began working with
TSA to try and craft something. We think that’s a reasonable
amount of time and we would hope the Committee would agree.

Ms. NORTON. That’s another reason, then. Certainly the notion
that this airport, we would on September 11th look and see this
airport closed down would only deepen the concern, I think you’ve
heard, of this Committee.

Admiral Stone, when I heard the words two weeks out of your
mouth, I jumped for joy. I then grabbed your testimony, looked
through it, could find nothing that said two weeks. I called my staff
and said, look at this, I must have missed it, where does it say two
weeks? He can’t find two weeks in your testimony. It’s not in your
written testimony. Where did two weeks come from, Admiral Stone,
and why isn’t it in your written testimony?

Admiral STONE. I wanted to give you the most recent up-to-date
information since the written testimony had been submitted. I was
able to ascertain the time line that I would be available to brief
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that and wanted to provide that to you here very quickly at this
hearing.

Ms. NORTON. That’s the kind of instant response we would like
after this hearing.

Let me indicate something of my skepticism. You went down the
list of some of the various parts of the Government that will have
to vett the regulations. And some of them are Immigration and
Customs Enforcement, Secret Service, FBI, Department of Defense,
FAA, and then something called the Air Space Protection Work
Group. I’m on the Homeland Security Committee. As I heard, what
you’d have to do to get a decision about aircraft in one airport, I
thought to myself, have we created a monster? Is that what we
have to do for every decision on homeland security? It began to
make me wonder if we could ever be secure.

So I’m going to ask you this, Admiral Stone. The Chairman and
the Ranking Member have both pressed you for deadlines. Ms.
Longmuir gave you a target date. You have been unresponsive on
deadlines. This I’m going to ask you to do. When you see that list
of various agencies that must somehow weigh in, you only deepen
our skepticism that any deadline you gave in any case would be
credible.

So in place of a deadline, Admiral Stone, could I ask that you
submit to the Chairman within the next 30 days an official whose
responsibility it is to shepherd the regulations through the various
agencies that have some responsibility? Would you commit to doing
that, please, give us the name of a person to whom we can relate,
so that we can be assured that the matter is going forward, and
the indignation you have heard here won’t bubble up again, be-
cause we just don’t even know who to talk to?

Admiral STONE. Yes, ma’am, I’ll do that. And I also want to
make sure that I reiterate that I will be responsible to the Chair-
man on how TSA is performing its job of briefing the plan and
what the status of that plan is.

Ms. NORTON. Yes, sir, but we understand you’re the head of the
agency. We just want a delegated official who can say, where are
you now, have you moved from the Secret Service to the FBI, are
you putting them on a time—they all have a lot of things to do.
We’re not critical of the fact—we created the Homeland Security
Department. We know you have to go through these things. But
we’ve got to go through them at this late date with all deliberate
speed.

One more question, I see my time is gone for this round. How
have you gone about assuring that the waived aircraft—how many
is that, 144?

Admiral STONE. A hundred and forty-six flights from January of
2003 to present.

Ms. NORTON. How have you gone about assuring that the 146
flights that have been waived in have been in fact secure in every
way? Have they have hardened cockpits? Has each and every per-
son on the plane been verified to have been FBI fingerprinted? And
have other similar safeguards been afforded for all 146 of those
waived flights?

Admiral STONE. The requirement is that they have law enforce-
ment, armed law enforcement on board for those waived flights,
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and that TSA runs the no-fly and selectee as well as the NCIC
check on the passengers that are on those flights, the national
crime information center check on those waivered flights.

Ms. NORTON. Which means you’ve gone through the FBI check?
Admiral STONE. It means we’ve gone through the—well, the FBI

check, whatever that consists of under the NCIC, national crime in-
formation center. That’s correct.

Ms. NORTON. And the watch list?
Admiral STONE. And our own no-fly and selectee lists. Our watch

at the transportation security operations center would run those
names through that before those flights.

Ms. NORTON. But the cockpits are as they were, for example?
Admiral STONE. You’re right, ma’am, there are no hardened

doors on that, and the requirement is to have armed law enforce-
ment on board for those waivers.

Ms. NORTON. In place of the doors.
Admiral STONE. Yes.
Ms. NORTON. I see my time is out. If I may have another period

after everyone has gotten an opportunity, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MICA. I thank the gentlelady.
Mr. Boozman.
Mr. BOOZMAN. Thank you, Admiral Stone, for being here. Again,

I do appreciate the job that Homeland Security is doing. We have
tremendous respect for Secretary Ridge.

One thing I would like to know as a result of this meeting is, I
really don’t think it’s to much for us as a Committee to ask-who’s
going to make this decision?

You mentioned an inter-departmental meeting. You’re a pretty
important guy in the agency, but we really didn’t get an answer as
to who it was going to be there. My question is who do you think
is going to be there?

Admiral STONE. The senior leadership from the Border and
Transportation Security Directorate, which TSA is a part of.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Which would be who?
Admiral STONE. I’ll have to find out who they plan on supplying

on that, sir, and get back to you on that. We know that the Sec-
retary, Secretary Ridge is required to have this Department pro-
vide this plan. So I’m very comfortable and understand that this
will be receiving the highest level of attention at the Department,
and intend to make sure that we have a representative there.

Mr. BOOZMAN. You’re going to have the meeting in a couple of
weeks. So, fairly shortly we’re going to find out who’s going to be
there, if it’s going to be in two weeks. I would really appreciate it
if you would let the Committee know who’s going to be there.

The other thing is, once the interdepartmental meeting takes
place and the information is gathered, who ultimately makes this
decision? Does Secretary Ridge make it?

Admiral STONE. The interagency process will then take place be-
tween the Department and other interested parties that are in my
written testimony. And then at that point, the Secretary has to ap-
prove of this plan and promulgate that from the Department.

Mr. BOOZMAN. So will other agencies, the FBI and the Secret
Service, have a role in the decision making process, or will they
just submit information to this interdepartmental group?
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Admiral STONE. It’s my understanding that other agencies will
have a role as part of that interagency process on their thoughts
on the risks associated with that, and that’s all part of that proc-
ess, yes, sir.

Mr. BOOZMAN. Okay. Well, again, I’d really appreciate it if the
meeting is going to be in the next couple of weeks, to know who’s
going to participate. Thank you.

Admiral STONE. Thank you, sir.
Mr. MICA. Mr. Boswell and then Mr. Hayes.
Mr. BOSWELL. Thank you very much. I appreciate the oppor-

tunity to be here today. I’m sorry I was late. It couldn’t be helped.
I have a couple of questions, they’ll just be short, and I’ll come

back for the next round, too. But I guess I’ll go to Mr. Boyer. Is
there documented evidence about DM ADIZ violations that have
been intentional?

Mr. BOYER. Yes. There have really no intentional violations, they
have been unintentional violations, a significant number. I might
add that the FAA is spending most of their legal time assigning a
lawyer to each one of these inadvertent cases. It’s almost like we
are spending Government’s money to prosecute the jaywalkers
when a bank’s being robbed down the street.

Mr. BOSWELL. I think that’s clear. Tell me, what would you rec-
ommend for a solution to this dilemma we’ve got here?

Mr. BOYER. I think you’re hearing from Admiral Stone and oth-
ers the same thing many of us on the panel have heard for the last
27 months when we address issues like the ADIZ, when we address
issues like the Presidential movement TFRs, and other air space
restrictions, not necessarily the fault of Admiral Stone or the TSA
or his predecessors. But this who is really in charge question is
critical for all of us. We are action kind of people for our constitu-
ents. You are, too. We’re in the same boat.

But we can’t put our finger either on who could we go to, who
can we have our members write to, who can we have our members
write to, who can we have our CEOs address that’s going to make
a decision.

Mr. BOSWELL. Thank you. Mr. Coyne, do you think that general
aviation is at least as secure as airlines?

Mr. COYNE. I think there is no doubt that thousands and thou-
sands of general aviation airplanes can fly into National Airport
with a higher level of safety than are currently met by the airlines.
That’s not to say that there not might be an airplane somewhere
far removed that could become a terrorist action.

But there is no doubt that we are smart enough to come up with
a set of procedures to allow virtually every single GA pilot who
wants to get into National to be vetted properly and to be con-
fidently, just like we want to let people come and work in the
White House or people that we want to come visit the Capitol. We
have thousands of examples where we let people in our country do
things that citizens in our country want to do. And the only thing
we don’t let them do is fly an airplane into this area.

I think there’s no doubt that we can do it. But what we are deal-
ing with here is not just a difficult decision making challenge in
the bureaucracy, we’re dealing with bureaucratic non-feasance.
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Mr. BOSWELL. We’re agreeing with what you said so far. Let’s
just go to that. What do you think is the delay? What’s holding this
up?

Mr. COYNE. It fundamentally boils down to that when TSA takes
their proposals, when DOT took the proposal. When we got the
message on July 19th, 2002 that DOT’s proposal to reopen was ve-
toed, that’s essentially what was done, it was vetoed by people in
the Administration, this is before DHS even existed, we said, who
vetoed it? Who turned down the proposal of the Secretary of Trans-
portation? That’s pretty high up in our Government.

He said he wanted it reopened, and on July 19th, he called us
into his office, and we sat with what I call the four ghosts. We sat
with four officials who wouldn’t really identify or—before we met
with them in the room, we had to sign a piece of paper that said
we would not reveal the names of anybody we met. Seriously. We
were in that room together.

And these four ghosts essentially told us that they had vetoed
the Secretary of Transportation’s proposal. We asked them why,
they would not give us an answer. The only thing they would say
is, we know that Al Qaeda realizes that the airplane has been in-
vented. And we know that they know there are targets in Washing-
ton, D.C. That’s the limit of what they said.

So we who are trying to affect, to petition our Government, we’re
like battling with ghosts. They will not respond to us, they will not
present their rebuttals. And they all, in a bureaucratic sense, in
their own minds, say well, I think I’m better off if I just say no.
Because my fingerprints won’t be on this decision.

So each of these people have every incentive, since they’re ‘‘secu-
rity professionals,’’ each of them, to say no in the event that some
God-forsaken reason there might be a catastrophe they don’t want
their fingerprints on it. And there’s nobody to whom we can go and
seek justice except you folks. That’s why we’re here today.

Mr. BOSWELL. Thank you. I see my time is up. Maybe I can get
another round.

Mr. MICA. Thank you. Mr. Hayes.
Mr. HAYES. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. Stone, you don’t have to take the fall for this by yourself.

Has that become apparent to you?
[Laughter.]
Mr. HAYES. To whom do we address the question, how do we

identify the ghosts to find out who is responsible, to whom do we
address our letter, that we haven’t been sending to the right per-
son?

Admiral STONE. In fairness to the issue of assessments and intel-
ligence, TSA’s intelligence as well and our threat assessments I be-
lieve correspond very well with those that historically have said the
threat is too great.

Mr. HAYES. I’m going to talk about that in a minute. Do we need
to formally ask Secretary Ridge who’s responsible for this decision?
Do we need to formally write a letter to Tom Ridge and say, who’s
responsible for this?

Admiral STONE. The decision back in the past on why it’s not
been—

Mr. HAYES. No decision, right.
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Admiral STONE. My understanding is that’s based on threat and
where that resides in a classified forum, I’d be happy to discuss
that further, sir.

Mr. HAYES. Okay, I’ve been in a very classified forum with iden-
tified people and offered services for everybody and they said,
great, we’ll follow up, never happened. Is there any lack of coopera-
tion, information, ideas from any of the people on the panel, on the
committee that you all are not getting?

Admiral STONE. No, the partnership with the folks that are on
this panel I think is superb with TSA.

Mr. HAYES. All right. And again, I’m sorry to keep beating up on
you here, but there’s a couple real ironies here. If this is the threat,
if this whole sheet of paper is the threat, then that’s general avia-
tion’s part of the threat. But we have manufactured an entire
unnamed group of people to focus on that pinpoint. And it makes
no sense. If a terrorist were going to attack anything here, he
would not land at College Park, Potomac, Washington Exec, Dulles
in order to have lunch, fuel up his plane and then carry on his at-
tack. This is a big world. Planes are flying around as we speak
with nothing to do with the threat on Washington, D.C. and what’s
happening and where these people are landing. Zero.

And Mr. Bennett, just a quick aside, I went to Manassas because
of the congestion problem, Dulles, I’ll go there if the traffic’s bad
as well. But this makes no sense.

Admiral STONE. I think when we have a discussion about the
operational issues of, when you have no general aviation aircraft
in your air picture, does that significantly reduce the threat, do you
have better situational awareness of what’s out there, do you have
better certainty on known aircraft versus unknown aircraft? When
you go down that list of risk mitigation options and whether or not
having general aviation there, I think from an operational perspec-
tive one would say, well, certainly that’s reduced risk. You don’t
have the numbers of aircraft and the degree of uncertainty.

But the question that we’re addressing here is, can a risk mitiga-
tion plan be developed to reduce that risk, so that you can have the
flow of commerce and the industry here? And our position is, we’ve
gotten those inputs and we’re presenting a plan here in two weeks
that we think addresses those concerns. And then we’ll take a look
and see how that threat is.

Mr. HAYES. What’s the actual date certain of this two week meet-
ing?

Admiral STONE. I’ll find out exactly during that week what that
date is, sir, and provide it to the Committee.

Mr. HAYES. And the date certain after which we will hear from
you?

Admiral STONE. Sir, I will make a report following that meeting
on the status of how that went.

Mr. HAYES. I appreciate it. Again, sorry you didn’t bring the
ghosts with you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. MICA. Thank you. I think we’ve covered all the members on
our panel. We’ll yield now to the gentleman from Virginia, Mr.
Moran.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman.
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My first questions are actually directed at you. I want to start
off by saying that some of us are very much aware of exactly how
and why National Airport was opened up to traditional commercial
traffic, and I want to thank you, Mr. Chairman, publicly for the in-
strumental role that you played in achieving that result. Had it
been up to the Secret Service, we would still have an airport dead
here, and our economy would be crippled. I think we need the same
kind of leadership again. And I think this hearing is a step in that
direction.

Admiral Stone, you’ve been very nice, and I appreciate the fact
that you’re nodding your head and so on. I think they sent you up
here because you just came on board and so that you don’t have
to accept any responsibility for what happened in the past. They
know what a nice guy you are, and you’re articulate and affable.

But I don’t think that you’re going to play much of a role in get-
ting this opened unless you really take a hard stance on this. I
think what’s going to happen is, you’re going to have all the meet-
ings that you’ve talked about here and get all these people together
at the Department of Homeland Security and Secret Service is sit-
ting back and just waiting to trump whatever recommendation
comes out of the Department of Homeland Security.

Now, I think that’s what happened last time. I think you had all
these security precautions prepared, you were ready to go, and
then probably Secret Service decided at the last minute, the heck
with it, the economy’s not our problem, we’re not going to let them
open. So I hope we don’t just reinvent the wheel again.

So let me go back to the Chairman. Mr. Chairman, am I correct
that the Committee has the authority to subpoena the Secret Serv-
ice to compel them to testify?

Mr. MICA. I’d have to defer to counsel, really, to find out whether
we have that authority. Of course, we can vote to subpoena anyone.
I’m not sure of all the rules as far as compliance.

Mr. MORAN. It might be an interesting thing to find out, even to
let Secret Service know that the Committee was contemplating
doing that.

Let me ask former Congressman Coyne and Ms. Haskins, and
great testimony there, as the rest of the panel did, you were great,
too, Admiral Stone. But you didn’t tell us what we wanted to hear.
So we’re not all that appreciative. But you did a nice job for what
you had to do.

[Laughter.]
Mr. MORAN. I’d like to find out, I’d like you to tell us again,

what’s the profile of the people we’re talking about here? What
would be the worst risk on general aviation of someone that might
attempt to hurt the economy? Tell us honestly, what’s the worst
that could happen with the clientele that you’re representing?

Mr. COYNE. I think in all honesty, sir, if the Secret Service was
given the job of trying to find 100 of the most trustworthy people
in America, around whom they could be sure that there would not
be a security risk to our country, probably the best place to look
would be looking to the people who flew into this airport in the 100
days prior to 9/11. Those men and women, those business leaders,
those political leaders, those heads of state, those heads of univer-
sities, those celebrities of various stripes, I cannot think of a group
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of people who would be more secure and who our country would be
more confident about allowing these people to have access into this
airport.

When you compare it to who goes on an airliner today, anybody
can get on an airliner, even one coming into National Airport. Lit-
erally anybody, with almost total anonymity. We talk about the
background checks and we talk about the driver’s licenses and so
forth, but the reality is, you can get on an airplane today really
without, a commercial airplane without proving who you are, real-
ly. Yet for a private charter airplane, private business aviation, the
people who have been coming into this airport for the last 20, 30
years, I don’t think anyone has ever alleged that any of those peo-
ple who come into National Airport and have private planes rep-
resent any kind of security risk at all.

Mr. MORAN. Thank you. I can see why they’ve chosen you to rep-
resent them.

Ms. Haskins, have you been asked to comply with any security
precondition, any kind of screening procedure whatsoever that you
would refuse to carry out, or that you think is impossible to accom-
modate within your operations?

Ms. HASKINS. Actually, we’ve been asked to accommodate several
different types of security in several different cities. As you would
expect, there are some cities, Chicago and Boston and New York
that are fairly astute about what’s going on in their city and con-
cerned. We have accommodated every request of those cities. We
worked in the spring of 2002 along with all of these industry
groups with Department of Transportation to come up with the
plan that was vetoed.

Signature Flight Support had agreed that we would perform all
the duties that were included in that plan to the point where, as
a matter of fact, the equipment was getting ready to be moved in,
we painted for a grand opening and two days before the opening
we were told we weren’t opening.

Mr. MORAN. Let me just say, Mr. Chairman, as you know, vir-
tually everything in life is a matter of seeking balance. This is a
classic case in point where we have to find some balance between
the economy, fairness to the business involved and reasonable secu-
rity precautions. Right now, it’s been imbalanced. The fact is that
the security people in our Administration have trumped other con-
siderations. We’re asking that every consideration be weighed on
its merits, and that the President ultimately make the decision of
what’s in the best interest of the country as a whole, looking at
what this has done to the economy and particularly the ability of
several companies to be able to even function and hire and retain
employees.

It needs to go to the President. He needs to make that decision
and he needs to decide in the same way that he decided to open
commercial traffic at National Airport. Again, I thank you, Mr.
Chairman, for holding this hearing.

Mr. MICA. Thank you.
We’ll go to a quick second round here. Ms. Haskins, I saw the

screening equipment pushed to one side as I came in. I know that
this facility is closed for the most part, with very limited traffic.
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But isn’t that the same kind of screening equipment that’s used on
passengers that are leaving the commercial—

Ms. HASKINS. That’s exactly right. At the time that it appeared
in 2002 that we would reopen, we worked with the Metropolitan
Washington Airports Authority who in fact was going to donate
some equipment that wasn’t being used right now, it’s exactly the
same equipment that’s being used on the commercial side.

Mr. MICA. I know, we’ve met in private meetings, we’ve met in
public meetings, we’ve talked about this, there are so many solu-
tions that make so much common sense, we could have TSA screen
the passengers, we get advance information, which has been stated
here in an unprecedented amount about the individuals that are on
the plane. We can track the plane from when it takes off, we can
search the plane with TSA personnel even before it takes off. And
we’ve got equipment that would detect explosives and other risks.

With all these, Admiral Stone, there’s got to be a way. Really,
the terrorists are winning and we’re all losing. There were some
people here in the audience that lost their job, that haven’t worked
since September 11th. There are a lot of folks that depended on
this, not just the ones that were employed by Signature.

But there’s a pyramid and domino effect by all that’s happened
here. They talk about the 3,000 jobs, and again thank you for
bringing up the economic data. I’m sorry, the 3 million jobs that
we’ve lost since September 11th. I venture to say that half of those
I could relate right to the aviation industry, and some of them are
still lost because the doors here are closed.

So I just, it’s not something you have to respond to, but we’ve
got to find a way. They can’t close us down here in such an unfair
manner. So I’m counting on you.

With that quick comment, let me see here, I’ve got a minute left.
We’ll take Mr. Ehlers and then we’ll got to Ms. Norton again.

Mr. EHLERS. Just very briefly, Mr. Chairman. What I also don’t
want to see is a reopening with so many restrictions that it makes
it virtually impossible for people to come in. And I know very well,
someone who didn’t want it to reopen could very well engineer a
protocol that is so difficult to manage that they’ll simply stay away.
I don’t want to see that either. I want a reasonable approach to
this.

You mentioned you were planning to do risk calculations. I have
some good physicist friends who are very good at risk calculations.
So I’ll be asking you for the numbers and I’ll have them repeated
just to make sure it’s valid. Thank you.

Admiral STONE. Yes, sir.
Mr. MICA. Thank you. Ms. Norton.
Ms. NORTON. I thank the gentleman for his last comments about

feasibility, and for Mr. Moran’s comments about balance. Because
the industry has apparently said they would do virtually anything.
We know that this can be done in the same way it’s been done with
other industries.

Let me quickly get to a few questions that are important to us
here. If I were to look for the vortex of the credibility problem that
the agency seems to have, it would be this. The small planes take
off from Dulles, from BWI, they take off from New York, from Chi-
cago, from Boston. These are all places that had 9/11. Let me give
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you Dulles for a second. In a calculated fashion, they didn’t start
at National, they started at Dulles and hit the Pentagon? Why did
they do that? Probably because you could work up speed, if you
wanted to do damage, from starting a little further off than from
starting right here where you would probably do less damage.

So the irrationality of strict requirements, here while leaving
every large city open to 9/11 consequences, some with high build-
ings, some with gorgeous targets, gives the Department a huge
credibility problem. What is the difference between Chicago, Bos-
ton, between Dulles and D.C.? Why are planes flying in and out of
there every day, and in New York they were flying right after 9/
11? Make us understand what the difference is in terms of risk and
danger.

Admiral STONE. Washington is unique in that as you well know,
you can decapitate the political leadership of the United States
here, and you can’t do that in Boston or Chicago.

Ms. NORTON. And more easily, it seems to me, from Dulles, as
the terrorists understood, which is why they started from Dulles
and took out the Pentagon.

Admiral STONE. And these layers for approaching these critical
targets to come from Dulles and other areas in here requires you
now to go through these layers of defense, the ADIZ, the FRZ, in
other words, we have a layered defense leading up to our political
leadership and other high value targets here that, because of the
proximity of Ronald Reagan National Airport to those targets,
there’s no time distance, there’s no layers. You either get it right
or there’s no reaction time. That’s why this plan needs to address
those issues.

Ms. NORTON. It does need to address those issues. Mr. Stone, if
I may say so, the reason we are secure today is largely because of
what we’ve done on the ground. And we ask you to keep in mind
that you are not going to secure this or any other airport unless
you do it on the ground. If you did this on the ground just like
you’re doing it on the ground everywhere else, it seems to me that
some of the layers you’ve been talking about would be taken care
of.

Ms. Haskins, and perhaps Ms. Longmuir, particularly Ms.
Haskins, let me ask you. I understand that this hangar, this air-
port was kept open, although nobody could fly in and out but elect-
ed officials or whoever TSA gave a waiver to. Is that true?

Ms. HASKINS. That’s correct.
Ms. NORTON. This airport is open?
Ms. HASKINS. The airport is open. Our business is open. We’re

open under restricted hours. We are not 24 hours a day any more.
And we handle just the aircraft that are Government or dig-
nitaries.

Ms. NORTON. Who pays for the personnel? Does it pay for your
operations, and does it pay for the cost of doing business here?

Ms. HASKINS. We got a new contract within the last six months
with the Immigration and Customs Enforcement Agency. It took us
to break even for the first time since 2001.

Ms. NORTON. Congratulations.
Ms. HASKINS. Thank you.
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Ms. NORTON. Let me ask you this, Mr. Stone. I’m going to go
down a list of restrictions and ask what you think of that list with
respect to this airport. Suppose this airport had flights only from
a limited number of airports, had hardened cockpits. Suppose they
had ground security control at the airport from which the plane
was coming. Suppose the FBI criminal history checks were in force.

Suppose there was passenger verification, including the watch
list and all the things I asked you about before. Suppose there was
baggage and cargo match of a kind we now do in transferring from
one plane to the other. Suppose there was independent verification
and validation at point of departure and point of landing.

Do you think those restrictions are of a kind and a type that
would make general aviation at this airport secure enough to re-
turn?

Admiral STONE. Yes, ma’am, I think that’s an excellent list of
risk mitigation actions that reduce that risk, and then need to be
scaleable to whatever the threat is, if we’re orange or elevated yel-
low, then can be integrated into that. But I think that’s a great
representative list.

Ms. NORTON. Thank you. I can see we’re getting somewhere, ev-
eryone.

Let me ask you this. Mr. Stone, we know about the regulations,
we didn’t get to see them, but there was testimony that there were
regulations, they were withdrawn in May, I believe May 2002. Why
were they withdrawn?

Admiral STONE. I don’t know the reason for that, ma’am. I can
try to find that out, but I do not know.

Ms. NORTON. I wish you would find out and let us know why.
And let the Chairman know why.

Do you believe, you say we’ve got to get it right here. Let me tell
you, as the representative for the District of Columbia, we went
through this with the White House, first they closed down entirely,
then we kept working with them and then they opened it to veter-
ans and children, and now we’ve opened it, go right into the White
House now, tourists can go right into the White House. So you see,
I have hope that we can do this even for general aviation here.

But you sounded like you believed there should be zero risk here.
You talked about the terrorists that could get hold of an aircraft.
Well, of course, that’s not true if you agree with the checklist I just
went through. Terrorists couldn’t get control of it within ADIZ, on
the one hand, and certainly with the checklist I went through.

Do you believe there should be zero risk here?
Admiral STONE. No, ma’am.
Ms. NORTON. Or are we, like the rest of America, entitled to go

on with our commerce even at some small risk?
Admiral STONE. No, ma’am, I don’t believe it needs to be zero

risk. And as others have stated here, this is a very unique location,
we just need to make sure we match up the risk mitigation actions
with the threat.

Ms. NORTON. I must say, I just want to say, and I want to ask
you, Mr. Stone, some of the business people here, I know Ms.
Longmuir and Ms. Haskins, I think Mr. Coyne, have indicated to
our staff some of the brain work they have themselves done. I
know that in being on committees that regulate businesses, includ-
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ing the Homeland Security Committee, I have never seen business
propose plans which one, were so thorough, and two, place such
harsh restrictions on themselves. Would you agree with both those
statements?

Admiral STONE. I agree, and my comments about the unique
partnership and the spirit of outreach that we have, that’s going
to be the key to success, is exactly that sort of effort, in partnering
security with the actions that this group here has proposed.

Ms. NORTON. If I may, Mr. Chairman, just one more question.
Mr. Boyer’s testimony was very troubling to me. That chart about
the controllers, do we have that chart again? I don’t have any opin-
ion, the first I’d heard about this ADIZ is really from your testi-
mony. That’s something I’d have to look at very closely, because it
may be one of the tradeoffs. So I don’t have any opinion on whether
that should stay or go until I’ve looked much more closely at it.

What did bother me about your testimony was the increased bur-
den on controllers. And that’s really my question. We are very
nervous in this area about controllers, because long before 9/11, we
operated under very special conditions here because of the river,
because of the airways themselves, where airplanes land.

So I need to know whether, Mr. Stone, given this new require-
ments, the ADIZ, whether the Department has done anything to
accommodate the pressure that are already supposed to be very se-
vere on controllers in this region, or are we adding to the pressures
that controllers in this region, probably more than any other region
in the United States already have, what are we doing to accommo-
date that and to keep from increasing or having an unintended
consequence of an increasing risk because of the burden on control-
lers?

Admiral STONE. Yes, ma’am. I’ll take that for an action item,
that we need to find out what that pressure is and what’s being
done to alleviate those concerns.

Ms. NORTON. I thank you.
Mr. Chairman, if I may say so, the notion of what controllers

would need to do if we opened up general aviation, for example, we
know that we probably wouldn’t have as many planes coming in
here and the rest. But certainly, in light of the ADIZ, I would like
to ask the Chairman to consider having a hearing on what control-
lers are expected to do in this region at this time, given heightened
security.

I thank you, Mr. Chairman.
Mr. MICA. I thank the gentlelady. Mr. Boswell.
Mr. BOSWELL. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I’ll be short.
Again, I apologize for being late to everybody. I noticed walking

in that Mr. Jim Coon was back there, the lead staffer on the Avia-
tion Subcommittee. And many of us recall working with him, at
least when I first joined the Committee, and he then was associ-
ated with Congressman Duncan. I found him to be knowledgeable
and helpful to all of us, exemplifying the spirit of what surrounds
our Committee. I just want to say, Mr. Chairman, well done. I wel-
come him back.

Mr. MICA. We all welcome him. Now that he’s had the welcome,
he needs to continue working.

[Laughter.]
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Mr. BOSWELL. Well, keep him on the job. Knowing his history,
he will.

Mr. Chairman, you didn’t ask me to summarize, so I won’t. So
you can be relieved, but if you would, I think I can say this. Even
arriving late, it’s clear from what you’ve said, Mr. Chairman, what
Mr. DeFazio said and every one of us, we’re waiting for some ac-
tion. And this hasn’t been dealt with very quickly. We know it’s se-
rious, but we know how to do serious things.

So I would just hope that you listened also the last statement of
Mr. Ehlers. Let’s don’t compound it with confusion. Let’s be reason-
able and let’s have something that will work, and let’s get to it. I
personally would want to help any way I can.

Admiral STONE. Thank you, sir.
Mr. MICA. I thank the gentleman.
I thank all of the members who have come today. This is actually

one of the best turnouts we’ve had for any of our hearings. I know
it inconvenienced people to come back early, some folks had trouble
even making connections to be here. And obviously there’s a lot of
public and industry interest in this.

I do want to say in closing a couple of things. First of all, if I
don’t get the ADIZ report that’s required by Congress in a reason-
able period of time, we will be having another hearing very soon.
And if we don’t get action on what’s been requested and promised
today, we’ll have another hearing very soon. And we will have
hearings until we get this resolved.

Some of you folks don’t know much about me, I’m not the most
powerful person in Congress, and I am not the smartest person,
but I am a persistent bastard. And I was slightly sidetracked on
this issue by the FAA reauthorization, then I had a little end run
done on the pilots, and a couple of other issues that we only had
to take on everybody from across the Potomac to across the Atlan-
tic on. But we will find a way.

Incidentally, this is the law of the land. We put that in the bill.
Now, some of us, there are Republicans and Democrats here, we
argue on a lot of issues. But you heard Mr. Ehlers say that this
is not one we’re arguing on. And we may be a target, we may be
a, how did you put it, Mr. Stone, that this is the seat of
Government—

Admiral STONE. The symbol of freedom and democracy.
Mr. MICA. Yes, but I’m talking about the repository of our Gov-

ernment.
Admiral STONE. Yes.
Mr. MICA. And this is our Government, the people of the House

of Representatives and sometimes it is difficult to get the Senate
to agree on anything. But they agreed on this, and we put it into
the law, and we want to find a way to get it done. It’s sort of defi-
ance against terrorists or anyone else who threatens us. And they
may blow us up. I came back this week and I felt a little bit less
secure, after I’ve seen what terrorists have done.

But we have made this determination, we have put it in law, and
we expect the will of the people to be exercised. So somehow we’re
going to defy what has happened to us at the Pentagon, the World
Trade Center and the fields of Pennsylvania, and we’re going to get
this facility open to general aviation one way or the other.
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So with that, I appreciate everyone, I appreciate your patience,
I appreciate your coming out on a lousy day, and we also will make
part of the record, the request by Mr. Coyne and also Ms.
Longmuir and any others who have information or data they would
like to part of the official record of this hearing.

Mr. MORAN. Will the Chairman yield for just a moment?
Mr. MICA. Yes.
Mr. MORAN. Do you think it would be fair to say that if there

isn’t a response that the Chairman might consider bringing up the
Secret Service to hear from them, either in closed—

Mr. MICA. We’ll discuss that. But again, we will find a way, and
we will prevail here, one way or the other. I appreciate your par-
ticipation, Mr. Moran, and others.

There being no further business before the Subcommittee, this
hearing is adjourned.

[Whereupon, at 4:15 p.m., the Subcommittee was adjourned, to
reconvene at the call of the Chair.]



39



40



41



42



43



44



45



46



47



48



49



50



51



52



53



54



55



56



57



58



59



60



61



62



63



64



65



66



67



68



69



70



71



72



73



74



75



76



77



78



79



80



81



82



83



84



85



86



87



88



89



90



91



92



93



94



95



96



97



98



99



100



101



102



103



104



105



106



107



108



109



110



111



112



113



114

Æ


